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REMARKS 

riaans 42. 43, 45-4<->, 53-'iO, ami 61 aK |V"j.'>j A. - Jiscloseu htncm. Claim 42 is cincnf!) 
ansctxlud Support ios n^nlv amended CUum 42 c.ni bo u.un.i in the succitlcatiou of the msiaat 
Ap]))icaliosi .11 c:^ , parayjapii^ |ti074] and 10098]. No new niattcr has been introdu^.L'd \pniu-aiu 
rCispL'cU'uHy ixqucsUs icctmsidcr ation of tUe claims in light of the follov^ ing arguincntsi. Applscaiit 
believes tjiat the ApplicMion is in a condition for allovvanee. 

C l-aim Rejectkms - 35 l .S.C. § 103 

CUums 42, 43, 45-46, 4^>, 54, 5?-5<-), aud 61 wcit; rejtjciui uiidei 35 I .S.{ J 1 U3(a) as 
unpatentable over I iu (U.S. Patent No. 6,045,791) m view of Dutt ct al (1991; IDS ret #15). The 
Exijniincr stated that Lm teaches a method of treating a retinal disorder such as ago-related macular 
degeneration, by tTansplanting retinal pigment epithehal (RPE) cells cuitiired on an attaciiment 
substrate into the subretinal area of a patient in need thereof, although it does not teach the use of an 
amniotic membrane Further according to the Examiner. Dutt et al teaches the use of human 
dmniotic membrane a>5 a bubsiuue (ot culninn^i RPl ^oF , ' ^ -i • of Li' iha' *ho}ejt)je a skilled 
amsan would have been motivated to icplacc tlie collagen sub&tiatc ut Lm v,!ih the amniotic 
membrane of Dutt et al, in the method of Liu, since both substrates are considered art-recogni/cd 
equivalents for grovidng RP.E cells for transplantation. 

A-pphcants respectfiilix traverse Examiner's § 103 rejection for the foUowtng reasons 
1\ mijiided Claim 42 ilaiins a nk'tboi.' >, s m-i i vi i al disease compn>m- ui^ est nyni a 
subiciJMai space ol a patient w need lhcK\t| a vOirpc^sJs i.o ()pM!>mg amniout. nic nb'<i!iL ^ai>l 
( on!]y<.nt loEinal pigmcni (.puhcha! cells or r£?«y7i«77f retmal pigment epitheisai ci-juivalcut c-Ah on 
iIk membiane. llius. Claim 42 as amended requires that the RPB or RPE: cquu alent ccUs raain the 
ability to grov, until they r each co n fluency on the membrane . 

One of skill in the an would not combine Liu in view of Dutt t;t al. to achies c contluonce of 
the RPF or RPF equivalent cells on the membrane required bv Claim 42, het-aude otto \\ould not 
ijoogni/o tnc aniaionc lucuibianc ol Dutt et al as an art-recogni/cd cqunalcut loi \hc coj!ai:c{i 
.-ubsiK-lc ot~ [ n. The method of Lm requires that the RPL cells be maintained in cuUuio conditions 
for growth of RPt cells, while the amniotic membrane of Dutt ct al. cannot achieve such growth. 
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i !U loquucs thai tUc RPt celi^ bv ' anpos^j u E^-i lo s\\,oii tlIc^ ,iti.Kli and p-ov , an>^ 
which IS capable oi bcmg nianifained ui cuhuic condjtions appropriate ibi eflicKut gunsih ut RPb 
cells." { Liu at 7,65-8:1) However, Dutt ct al. explicitly teaches that its artiniotic mcmbratto 
substrates inhibited cell growth. (Dutt ct al. at 1 093 1098-99) Because the gro\\ th inhibitory 
effects of ihe amniotic membrane of Dutt et al. were "quite evident " Dutt et al. would not be abie to 
iosoKc iicijLtonoc? o\\ ii\ to a^hi^vc the cell giowi^ ' ccc<;n.^^\ iv> <*ohKnc conlluencyof KPE or 
RPL cqutsalcns ;.eils on the amniotic membrane ab rcqun.xi Claim 42 

h) Mrn, the SLopt- of atnomkd ( lann 42 extends be>ond the touching of Li« m \ieu of Dtnt 
et al , because Dutt et aK in combination with Liu would not be able to achieve the confiuenc)- of 
RPE or RPE etjuivalent cells required by Claim 42. Because a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would not recognize the amniotic membrane of Dutt et al as an art-recognized equivaimt to the 
collagen substrate of Liu for growing RPF or RPE equivalent cells for transplantation. Applicaiit 
u'£.pcctfulls submits that the iinciuum as a wi o ^ ■ i h> 1 a\o boon jif uiia (ai-io ohvjous to a 
person oi ordmar s skill at iho tm'o the invention \s*i,> nua.. os er nu m \ lew of Dutt et al. Because 
Claim 42 is not obv ious b\ I ui I'l \ icw of Dutt ct al., dependent claims 43, 45-4ti, 49, 54, 5'?-59. and 
61 are also non-obvjous. and wuhdravval of each rejection is earnestly requested. 
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CONCIvUSION 



Applicant submits that this paper full) addresses the Office Action mailed No\ ember 9, 
2007. Applicants respect luily solicit the EKaminer to expedite prosecution of this patent application 
to ano\%ance Should the Examiner hax c any questions, the Fvaminer is encouraged to contact the 
niHier'^njui jtti'iut.'^ at (S'^N) ^^(}-23'Hi The CommisMonei ts auihoii/t.J to ehaigi. anv dUntiona! 
ices whicii iiuy do ivjquucd, inckiduigpeution fecii and extension oftmic fees, to Deposit Aceoimt 
No. 23-2415 {Deckel No. 34157-707.831). 
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